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RECENT CASES. 32$ 

Joint Wrongdoers — Contribution. — In a common-law action against 
the present plaintiff, X had recovered full damage for a collision in which 
both the plaintiff's vessel and the defendant vessel were at fault. The plaintiff 
libelled the defendant vessel in a court of admiralty for contribution. Held, that 
it can recover. The Ira M. Hedges, 218 U. S. 271. 

To the general rule that the doctrine of contribution applies where there is 
joint liability, there is an exception when the parties are wilful tortfeasors. 
Merryweather v. Nixan, 8 T. R. 186. There is no such exception, however, where 
the party seeking contribution is only technically a wrongdoer and not really 
blameworthy; for example, a master vicariously liable for the torts actually 
committed by his servant. Thus, if there are several masters of the one ser- 
vant and one pays the damages, he can get contribution from the others. 
Wooley v. Batte, 2 C. & P. 417. A relation of master and servant exists be- 
tween those who operate a vessel and its owner or charterer, and the same 
reasoning applies to the liability of the ship itself. The principal case might 
also be supported on the well-established admiralty rule for division of loss 
when both ships are at fault, regarding the damages paid to X as a part of the 
loss. See Nashua, etc. Co. v. Railroad, 62 N. H. 159. 

Legacies and Devises — Payment — Interest by Way of Maintenance. 
— A father bequeathed £15,000 to each of his sons living at his death who 
should attain the age of twenty-five, and a further similar legacy on their 
reaching thirty. Held, that the legacies do not bear interest. In re Abrahams, 
55 Sol. J. 46 (Eng., Ch. Div., Nov. 3, 1910). 

Contingent legacies and legacies vested but payable at a future date carry 
no interest until payable. Heath v. Perry, 3 Atk. 101. An exception arises 
on bequests of this kind to an infant child; for the court "will not presume the 
father ... so unnatural as to leave a child destitute" meanwhile, and ac- 
cordingly will allow interest as maintenance from the testator's decease. 
Incledon v. Northcote, 3 Atk. 430. This, however, is a matter of presumed 
intention and not a vested right. In re George, 5 Ch. D. 837. See In re Bowlby, 
[1904] 2 Ch. 685, 706. Thus it is defeated by a separate provision for main- 
tenance. Wynch v. Wynch, 1 Cox Ch. 433. But no case is found where a 
legacy from parent to child, unaccompanied by distinct maintenance, which 
is to vest or be paid after the legatee reaches twenty-one or marries, has been 
held to carry interest; and the Chancery Division have wisely refused to shelter 
such within the exception. An intermediate provision for maintenance is 
fairly to be implied where fatherly solicitude postpones the fund only until the 
age of majority and of discretion; but no such implication arises in gifts to men 
at thirty. 

Malicious Prosecution — Basis of Action — Malicious Procuring of 
Injunction. — The defendant maliciously and without probable cause pro- 
cured an order restraining the plaintiff from selling certain property, as a result 
of which the plaintiff lost the sale. The plaintiff brought an action for mali- 
cious prosecution. Held, that he can recover. Kryszke v. Kamin, 128 N. W. 
190 (Mich.). 

Although the statute of Marlbridge, which gave full costs against a plaintiff 
pro falso clamore, restricted in large measure the ancient common-law right of 
action for the malicious prosecution of any civil suit, yet an action could 
always be maintained when a civil proceeding was maliciously prosecuted 
and caused some special damage to person or property, beyond the ordinary 
costs of defense. Goslin v. Wilcock, 2 Wils. K. B. 302; Redway v. McAndrew, 
L. R. 9 Q. B. 74. See Savill v. Roberts, 12 Mod. 208. Hence the decision in the 
principal case marks no departure from well settled principles. Mitchell v. 
Southwestern R. R., 75 Ga. 398; Newark Coal Co. v. Upson, 40 Oh. St. 17. 



